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1.  Reclamation intends to comply fully with State law.  Reclamation’s use of saved 
water in the Improved Efficiencies Alternative would be under the other beneficial use
provision of Reclamation’s withdrawal water license, with the provision that outflows not 
exceed inflows.  Reclamation also believes that the Pick-Sloan Act identified benefits for 
the OST that have not been realized.

2.  The only concern identified by the South Dakota Department of Environment and 
Natural Resources for downstream flows was between Angostura Dam and Fall River.  
To date, flows have been satisfied by the 3-5 cfs seepage from the reservoir.  The 
analyses in the EIS show that releases from the reservoir in the Improved Efficiencies 
Alternative would range from 68.9-88.8 cfs on an average annual basis (see Table 4.10), 
compared to the present 60.2-68.4 cfs (Table 4.4).  It’s true that return flows would be 
reduced in the Improved Efficiencies Alternative.  

3.  The State and other interested parties would be consulted if any changes in flows 
occurred as a result of this EIS.  The U.S. withdrawal water license might require 
changes.

4.  NEPA and other environmental laws require agencies to look beyond project 
boundaries (and authorized project purposes) in order to fully analyze impacts.  The 
National Historic Preservation Act, for instance, requires agencies to assess impacts on 
historic properties within the area of potential effect (or APE), rather than just within area of potential effect (or APE), rather than just within area of potential effect
the boundaries of projects.  Reclamation therefore determined the APE under NHPA to 
include the Angostura Unit, District, and the Cheyenne River downstream to the west 
boundary of the Cheyenne River Reservation (see p. 101 of the EIS). 
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5.  Noted.

6.  Reclamation acknowledges disagreement about the interpretation of the Treaty of 
1851.  As stated on p.i in the EIS, Reclamation is required to consult with the Tribes on 
Indian Trust Assets.  The Tribes considered fisheries to be a trust asset (pp. 97-100 of the 
EIS).  Reclamation made no judgement about the importance of fish in the Lakota diet; 
we merely acknowledged that fish were part of it.

7.  The area in red crosshatching in Fig. 1.1 represents the Cheyenne River drainage into 
the Angostura Unit.  

8.  As a cooperating agency for the EIS, the CRST submitted the Walker report.

9.  “Documented” had been changed to “listed” in the final EIS as suggested.
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10.  Reclamation agrees.  The EIS doesn’t try to resolve water rights; it does, however, 
acknowledge that the Tribes’ reserved water rights exist and that resolution could affect 
water available for other uses (pp. 97-98 of the EIS).  The Tribes have cooperating 
agency status—like the State—for this EIS.  Also, Reclamation is required to consider 
Indian Trust Assets (including water rights) as well as environmental justice questions 
during the NEPA process.

11.  Studies have been done on the irrigability of the Pine Ridge Reservation.  The latest 
of these studies is Corke 1994 (see p. 178 of the EIS).
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12.  Population figures for the Pine Ridge Reservation were obtained from the latest 
Census and from the Bureau of Indian Affairs (p. 95 and Table 3.36 in the EIS).  Two 
sources were analyzed in order to present a balanced socioeconomic description of 
the Reservation.  It’s understood that differences in opinion might exist about how 
information was developed for the Reservation population. 

13. You’re correct that the 1995 Labor Market Information on the Indian Labor 
Force was published by BIA relying on surveys conducted by each tribe.  This will 
be stated in the final EIS.  While there might be some concern about the accuracy of 
the OST’s service population estimate, it was decided to present this information for a 
balanced socioeconomic description.

14.  Population data was taken from both the latest Census and the latest Bureau of 
Indian Affairs reports when the section was written (see p. 95 of the EIS).  This was 
the best and latest information available.  Census data served several purposes: To 
present one (of the two) sources on size of the Reservation population; to indicate past 
and future population growth; and to compare to Census data used for the Angostura 
area.  Recognizing concerns about Census data, it was decided to include population 
estimates from BIA’s 1995 Labor Market Information on the Indian Labor Force.  The 
Reservation’s 1995 Total Indian Resident Service population of 38,246 was included 
(p. 95), as well as the 1991 Resident Service population of 20,806.  For the final EIS, 
the population estimates will be updated based on the 2000 Census and BIA’s 1997 
Labor Market Information on the Indian Labor Force, the published estimates available 
to Reclamation.

15.  Significant differences exist between the enrollment population compared to the 
resident service population for the Tribes mentioned in your comment.  The Pine Ridge 
Reservation’s Tribal enrollment and resident service population are fairly close, however.
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16.  The purpose of the socioeconomic analysis in the EIS was to provide a balanced 
socioeconomic description of the Reservation, given the available information.  The latest 
estimates from the Census and BIA’s Labor Market Information on the Indian Labor 
Force will be presented in the final EIS.  The difference in opinion as to the accuracy of 
both sources will be included.

17. See the response to your comment No. 15 above.
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